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'l'heses on Unionism
(Submitted to, and approved by. the Convention of the North Dakota
and Montana District of the Miaourl Synod, June, 19'0)
1. Through tho preac:hlng of the Gospel and through Holy Baptllm
God makes people believers. By maldng them believers, He not only
unites them closely with Christ, but He unites them with each other
that they form one body, the holy Chrlstlnn Church.
2. This body we call an lnvlalble one becawse the bond unltlnB the
Christiana is not one that can be seen, something outward, but it ii
altogether Inward, faith In the Redeemer.
3. This Inward unity, however, is to find expreulon In the attitude
of Christiana toward each other. They are not to ignore one another.
There ls not to be strife and c:onftlct between them. They are to be
brethren foinily traveling to the home above. They are to assist each
other u members of one and the same body.
,. If it were not for sin, all believers In JCIUI Christ would be
united and living in harmony and peace, all believing the same Gospel,
all having and cherishing the same Sacraments, 1111 following the precept.
of the cllvlne Word. Sin hu made this happy state impossible.
5. The Word of God tella us a great deal about the attitude of Christians toward each other. It lnculeates love, sympathy, and helpfulness.
8. Through their evil nature or the wiles of Satan, Christlnns may
be cut into a life of service of sin, losing their faith, ceasing to be
Christ.lam. In such a situation their former fellow-Christians must
cease to regard them u brethren, 1 Cor. 5: 11-13. In this ease it is groa
sin which euta the bond between people who before recognized each
other u belonging together. Cf. also Matt.18: 15-18.
7. A life of sin ls not the only thing that can disrupt the plenunt
relations that should prevail among people calling themselves Christians.
Persistent, stubborn adherence to false doctrines likewise must cllsrupt
the fraternal relationship in which Christians are to stand toward
each other.
8. That false doctrine is dangerous and a thing which Christians
must oppose can be shown from the warnings of the Scriptures against
false teaching. Cf., for instance, Gal. 5: 9; 1: 8.
9. The Bible speaka of cllvislon-makers, Rom. 18:17; Titus 3:10.
Division-makers are people that create clluension in the Church, or
fac:tlonallsm; where there ls unity, they bring In cllsunity.
10. Such cllvislon-makers may do their mischievous work throuah
fomentlns • party spirit, seeking to become prominent or to obtain •
leacllng position in a church.
11. Quite commonly, however, such cllvidom are caused by men
who advocate false teachln1, preaentlnB doc:trinea which are contrary
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to what the Gospel teacheL By aeeklna to draw the members of the
Church over to their views, they c:auae ll1rife and dlaenalon and destroy
the unity of the Church.
12. The motive leading these divlllon-maken to split the Church ii
pride, vanity, and unwllllngnea to subject themaelves to the Word
of God.
13. The Bible deftnitely tells us that theae divlslon-maken are dan1ero111 and that, If they will not listen, we aball have to separate from
them. This applies not only to the division-makers themaelves but
likewise to their followers.
14. Unionism ls the atUtude which condones the work of thole
causing divisions through
false
doctrine and ii willing to overlook their
wrong COIUR. According to unlonlsm we may have fellowship with
division-makers.
15. The arguments of the supporters of unionism are varlo111.
a. Some unionists declare that on certain doctrines the Bible ii not
clear enough to justify us In opposing those who reject theae doctrines.
For Instance, some of them hold that concerning the Lord's Supper the
Bible does not speak with so much clearness that we can definitely say
that the Lutheran doctrine Is the doctrine of the Bible and whoever
refuses to teach it Is disobedient to the Scriptures.
b. Other unionists deny the full authority of the Scriptures. While·
they are willing to grant in a general way that the Bible possesses
authority, that we must follow its teachings, they refuse to extend this
authority to the points of difference between Christian denominations.
The thoroughgoing unionists deny both the authority and the clarity of
the Scriptures.
c. Quite commonly it Is maintained that love for our fellow-men
m111t compel us to take a unionlstlc course.
16. We say that the course of the unionists Is anti-Scriptural for the
following reasons:
a. The Bible definitely forbids us to sanetlon or condone false
toward
doctrine; unionism sponsors
b. The Bible furthermore definitely demands that we part company
with the division-makers and do not recognize them as our brethren;
unionism ignores this
injunetlon.
divine
The Bible definitely tells us we must love our brethren. But love
demands that we oppose an error when we find a brother affl1eted with
It, while unionism ignores such an error.
d. The Word of God and our conscience prescribe love of the truth;
unionism Is lukewarm, at least with respect to some truths, a lukewarmnea which may soon gain control of one's attitude toward all
revealed truth.
e. Ordinuy every-day honesty and uprightnea should compel us
not to appear u brethren of those who are not our brethren; unioninn
pretends that there ii unity where in reality it la absent.
17. When false teaching leads Christians to aeparate from those who
propound false teaching and thus a divlllon ii c:aued, the blame doea

https://scholar.csl.edu/ctm/vol12/iss1/13

false doctI

2

Arndt: Miscellanea

128

MJre1J•nea

not l1e with the Christiana who adhere to the truth, but with thol9 wlio
have let the dlvme revelation ulde.
18. The fact th■t BOme people have gone too far 1n their oppolltlon tD
unlonlllm ■nd have become leplll'lltiat■ muat not lead us to adopt the
oppoalte extreme ■nd to become lax and Indifferent 1n upholcllng purity
of doctrine.
w. Amm

The Federal Theory of Imputation

The following paragraphs on the Federal Theory of Imput■tlon, or,
u Dr. Augustus Strong also calls it, the Theory of Condemn■tion 'by
Coven■nt, owe their origin to a request for a brief present■tlon of the
subject ln simple, popular language. In the letter occur, among others,
the questions: "Why does Dr. F. Pieper 1n his Chriatliche Dogmatik,
which, after all, ls a fairly exhaustive work, not explain the theory at
■ny greater length? Has it no worth-while historic slgniftc■nce?"
Dr. Strong, 1n his comprehensive Svatematlc TheoloSIJI (Vol. D.
pp. 612 ff.) , treats Federalism among the "theories of imput■tion" of
which be mentions the Pelagian. ("The sln of Adam is imputed only
to Adam, not to his descendants"); the Annlnlan. ("God imputes to
each man his lnbom tendencies to evil only when he consciously and
voluntarily appropriates and ratlfies these, ln spite of the power to the
contrary, which, 1n justice to man, God has specially communicated");
the New School TheOTJI of Hopkins, Emmons, Dwight, Taylor, Finne)',
etc., who rejected the Puritan anthropology of F.c:lwards and Bellamy
("God imputes to men their own acts of personal trnnsgression; Ho don
not impute to them Adam's sin; neither original vitiosity nor physical
death are penal inflictions but simply consequences which God ln Bil
sovereignty ordained to mark His displeasure at Aclmn's transgreaion
and subject to which evils God immediately creates each human soul");
the TheOTV of Mediate lmputatlcm, or Theorv of Condemnation. for DeJffllvltv, defended by Placeus (de la Place) at Saumur (1606-1655) in
France ("All men are bom physicolly and morally depraved, which
naUve depravity ls the source of all actual sins and is itself sin; it is
this native depravity only which God imputes to men" ); the Auguatlnlcffl
TheOTJI, or TheOTJI of Adam.'• Headship, set forth in detail by St. Augustine, though held also in its euenUal features by Tertullian, Hilary,
Ambrose, the chief Calvinistic theologians of the Reformation period,
Zwingll excepted, in modem times by Dn. Shedd and Baird, and so quite
1enerally 1n orthodox Reformed circles ("God imputes the sin of Adam
Immediately to all his posterity in virtue of that organ-le unlt11 of man•
Jcln.d by which the whole race at the time of Adam's transgression existed,
not individually, but sem.lnall11, in him u its head"); and immediately
before this, the Fedenll Theorv, or the TheoTJI of Condem.natio1' bv
Covman.c, which was developed chiefly by John Koch, more 1ener■lly
known u Cocceius, and after his death by Francis Burman and Hermann
Witsius (University of Utrecht), in modem times especially by the old
Princeton sc:hool (Dr. Chas. Hodge, S11stematic TheolOSlfl, U, pp.197 ff.),
after the theory bad been integrated more deftnitcly into the pneral
scheme of Calvlnlstic determin1sm by Francis TurreUn (1623-1687). Summ1
Cocceius himself laid down his views chiefly in his
Doetrina
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de l'oeclen •C TeaCllmen&c> Dd (18'8) and SummG Thaotor,lu, u a1ao
In his UlffmA Moala. He wu profeaor of exegetlca1 and doc:trlna1 theolOIY at Leyden (1850-1689), a voluminous, though not always IOUDd
and dependable writer in the Selds of exepsla, Bibllcal theolOIY, dolmatics, and ethlca. For those who cannot atudy more cletallecl works
on the subject the cloctrlna1 compenda of Strong and Hodge (alao of
Shedd), llleuael'a KiTc:hHc:hea HandleztJcon, the New Sc:hlltf-HffZOfl B11c:vc:lopediCI, and, above all, the ac:holarly Cvc:lopacliCI of Mc:Clt11toc:Jc and
SCTo11f1 will fumiah adequate and dependable Information. In Its brief,
pithy way the Ccmc:oTcliCI Cvc:lopecliCI aaya aub Coc:celua: " ••• founder of
Federal Theology (covenant of works before man'a fall, of grace after
man'a fall, latter subdivided Into the antelepl, the legal, and the poatlepl cliapenaation) ."
We quote thla brief c:harac:terizatlon of Koch'• Feclerallam bec:auae
it la a rather adequate summary of bla teac:hlng on the subject. In other
words: Orlglnally God made with Adam a covenant of MtuTC or of
100Tb, and had Adam not ainnecl, he and bla descendants would have
continued In, and been saved by, that original covenant of works.
However, when Adam fell Into aln, God, in Hla lnflnltc mercy, establlahed a new covenant with Adam, and in him with bla deJ1c:endanta,
namely, the covenant of grace, Including the whole OTdo aaluffa-redemption by Chrlat, the effec:tual vocation, the final preservation, and
the eternal glorlftc:ation of the elect. The antelegal, legal, and poatlepl
dlapenaations
of Koch need not concern ua, alnee, after all, they are
non-essential; but what does coneem ua u we study the Federal Theory
la that it endeavors to offer a more reuonable explanation of the Imputation of Adam's aln to bla deacendanta, supplementary to, and rationally more ac:ceptable than, the old Auguatlnlan doc:trlne, whlc:h
preaumea that In Adam all bla descendants were "seminally" u in their
head, (''The total life of humanity wu then In Adam"; Strong.) With
thla doctrine the theory of Koch la really not substantially at variance;
it rather expands and more reuonably motivates Auguatinianlsm, ao
that some Reformed divines (e. r,., Turretln) could embrace in their
views the elements of both systems. With Adam u their representative,
God entered Into a covenant with all men, agreeing to bestow upon
them eternal life on condition of bla obedience, but making the
penalty of bla disobedience to be the corruption and death of all bla
posterity. (Cf. Strong, D, p. 812.) Federalism thua offers a supposed
legal ground or justifying c:auae of the Imputation; It makes the Imputation a matter of the breach of the &rat covenant, of which the &rat
man became guilty. Both systems therefore declare that God Imputes
Adam's aln to bla descendants u their head; but while Auguatlnianism
regards Adam aa the 'RG&unzl head, Federalism apeclftea him aa the
c:oven.anC head. The great body of Calvlnlstie' theologians in the 17th
century could therefore, as Strong c:orreetly points out, be Augustiniana
as well u Federalists, u Owen, the Westminster Confession, etc:. Calvin
guardedly expressed himself on the point in tho two propositions: 1. We
are not condemned for Aclam'a aln apart from our own Inherent depravity, which is derived from him, the aln for which we are condemned
9
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beln8 our own. 2. Thia aln la ours 'becaUle our nature la vitiated ln Adam.
and we receive lt ln the condition ln which lt wu put by the 8nt
traNpealon. (Cf. Strong, II, p. 813.) In these pro~tloml we mlll
the Scriptural doctrine of the imputation of Adam'• suilt, u our own
Lutheran dlvlnea so clearly teach this on the bula of Scripture.
Some of Strong's objections to the Federal Theory (he hlm■llf
favored undiluted Auguatlnlanlsm) are well taken. He ahowa, for
example, that the Federal Theory la extra-Scriptural, there be1DI no
mention of such a covenant wlth Adam in the account of man'• trial
and all Scrlpture-pauages adduced in support of Federalism be1nl
without proof value (cf. Hoa.6:7; 8:1,2; Heb.8:9), alnce they treat of
other matter■. The theory thus goes beyond Scripture and is a human
apec:ulation. We must, however, condemn Federallam for another reuon
(for whlch we condemn also many another Calvlnlatlc apec:ulatlon),
namely, because It seeks to supply a rational ground for the (humanly
speaking) p-oaly unjust divine act of the bnputaUon. Federalism WU
meant to serve the cause of doctrinal apologetics.
In contradl■Unctlon to the Reformed divines the orthodox Lutheran
teacher■ in general do not try rationally to explain the imputation of
Adam's IUilt and aln to hla descendants but abnply declare it to be •
"stubborn fact," taught in Holy Scripture. To Lutherans it is sufficient
that God'• Word affirms thla fact, even though human reason cannot
comprehend the justice of it. Thla believing Lutheran "Scripture attitude" la brought to view very clearly in Dr. Pieper's ChTistliche DogmciCilc (I, p. 645 ff.), where he treats the subject at sufficient length,
without considering a single "lmputaCiomCheorie." He first shows that
the consequences of Adam's fall are the culpa haedUtzrill and the COTTUpCio huedittzritz. Because rebellious human reason objects mosUy to
the imputed IUilt (as an act of injustice), Dr. Pieper emphatlcally points
out both that God doa impute that guilt (Rom.5:12ff.), and thll
despite all objections of men, and that God is and remains just whlle
doinl so. Lutheran theologians, following the clelll" testimony of Scripture, therefore accept both trutha: 1. the bnputed guilt, 2. the inviolate
dlvlne justice, without attempting a theodlcy on this point. It ii uue,
Dr.Pieper recognlzes also the apol01etic explanations whlch some Lutheran dOKmatlclans at times have attempted on thla score (Quenstedt,
p. 648; lllelsner, p. 6'7); but he continues that the fact of the bnputatlon
belongs to tho "stubborn facts" asserted by God's Word, to argue against
whlch ii vain, foolish, and vicious. He writes: "God always acts justly,
even ln such case■ in which we cannot comprehend Him." Approvingly
he quotes Baler (D, 290), who closes hla admonition that it is not necessary for UI to know how (quomodo) God could impute Adam's gwlt
and yet remain just, with the words: "It suffices that the fad is revealed,
even lf the mcmMT ii not explalned." (Suffeci& entm '"'~
eue Tnelatum,
fln W fflO\; ignoTetuT.)
In the end, this believing "Scripture attitude" ls the only reasonable
one to take since not a single "theory of imputation" furnishes a really
atlsfactory apologetle for that divine act. Dr. Strong ultimately aclmlts
this when he writes: "We are to remember, however, that, while this
theory [the Augustlnlan] of the method of our union with Adam ii

on
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merely a valuable [?] hvi,otl&ala [ltallcll our crwn], the problem [rather,
cloc:triu] whlc:h It Neb to apla!n la, In both its terma, preNDted to ua
both bv c:onaelenc:e and bt1 Scrip&un [ltallcll our crwn]. In ccmnec:tkm
with thle problem a central fact ill announced In Seripture, whlc:h we
feel compelled to believe upm divine tatimcmv [ltlllle1 our crwn], even
tboulh every attempted explanation should prove unsatlafac:tmy. That
central fact, which constitutes the substance of the Seripture cloctrine
of original Bin, ill simply this: that the llin [fall] of Adam ill the lmmedlete cause and ground of inborn depravity, guilt, and condemnation
to the whole human race." (D, p. 625.) The truth here emphasized by
Strong, namely, that all "theories of Imputation" In the ftnal onalyllia
are only 1l11J)Otheaes, suggests an explanation of the fact that Dr. Pieper
and moat other Lutheran dogmatlc:ians In their doctrinal treatises on
thla point do not argue the imputation on the ballia of any "theory of

Imputation" but solely on that of Holy Seripture. The ahon and long
The fact of the
Imputation of Adam's sin belongs, after all, to God's unsearchable
judgments and His ways past finding out, Rom.11: 33.
J. THEODORE MVELLEll

of l& ia tha& aueh theoriea do 110t ge& ua anv,ahere.

A Comforting Doctrine
It is a chain of four links that the apostle welds in treating the
doctrine of predestination in Romans, chap. 8, v. 30: "Whom He did predestinate, them He also called; and whom He called, them He also
justified; and whom He justified, them He also slorlfted." The four
links are: predestination, the call, the justlflcatlon, glorlftcation.
That He predestinated them means that He determined beforehand,
even before the foundation of the world, to save those whom He chose
for His own. These, then, He in time ealr. through the Gospel into the
fellowship of His Son; and they heed Bis call. It was not that they were
any betblr than others by nature, for all are equally lost in sin. Neither
was their acceptance of the call their own work but the gracious work
of the Spirit within them. And these that were called He juafffied,
le., He forgave them their sins for Jesus' sake. And these who were
justlfted He 6nally glorified- He brinp them into the glory of heaven
at last.
We may perhaps make this a little more clear by an illustration.
There is a mWionaire who decides upon a certain poor boy whom he
is going to make his heir. That is predestination. Then he invibls the
boy to accept this, and the boy does accept It. That is the call. Next,
he dresses the boy In nice clothing. That is justlftcatlon - God dresses
us in the garment of Jeswi righteouanea. (And we might add to the
filustration that the millionaire sends the boy to school in order to
educate him for the life that ls In store for him. So God deals with Bis
children: He finds it necessary to send them tribulations, swferinp,
and IUCh like, as a schooling through whlc:h to conform them to the
image of His Son.) And finally, the boy, having now attained to manhood, enters upon the full enjoyment of the Inheritance. That ls the
glorlfteation In heaven.

https://scholar.csl.edu/ctm/vol12/iss1/13

6

Arndt: Miscellanea

189

IIJ-..UenM

The ftnt and the last link In the chain we do not 11ee here In tlma.
namely, the predeatlnatlon and the slorlflcatlon. But the two mlddJa
llnlm are such that we may be aware of them. And the chain II
unbroken. Therefore, if the two middle llnb are present, we haft
a right to conclude, and Goel would have us conclude, that the otha'
two links are a1ao present. For He bu promlaed to continue the b1eaed
work that He bu begun In us. We ahall comfort ourselves with our
eternal predestination unto glory.
If the boy apoken of In the Wustratlon ahould begin to wonder
whether he really la to be the heir, how could ho put his mind at rstT
He should look at the Invitation that wu extended to him and at what
the mllllona1re bu already done for him; and he may say: "See, be JI
preparing me to become his heir, he baa Invited me, he bas taken care
of my needs, and be la tra1nlng me for my future position. '1'herefon
I must know aaureclly that I ahall once come Into full enjoyment of
the inheritance."
Thia doctrine of predestination la full of comfort to us Chrlltlam,
especially If It happens to be a rigorous schooling through wblcb tba
Lord la putting us. We may trustingly give ourselves wholly over lntD
the arma of Goel'• grace with the prayer: ''Continue what Thou but
begun; take Thou my hand and lead me through the whole joume, of
my life; and I ■hall once praise Thee In glory above. 'For I am per■uaded that neither death nor life nor angel■ nor princlpalltles nor
powen nor thing■ present nor thing■ to come nor height nor depth nor
any other creature aball be able to separate us from the love of Goel
which la In Cbrl■t Jesus, our Lord."'-A.M.H., In Luthenn SenthllL

Appropriating Creation to tho Father
From inquirie■ submitted on this point it nppeBl'II that Question 108
In our Synodical Catecblam I■ cau■lng catechists no little trouble.
A brother who wu to present the matter to 11 pastoral conference
writes among other thing■: "If the second port of the answer 1D
Question 108 la Bible doctrine, why la no proof offered? Which an
the proof■ from Scripture? Scripture la full of ■tatement■ ucriblnl
creation to God, but have we ■umclent proof to ucribe it to the FalMr
u we uerlbe redemption to the Son and ■anc:tlficatlon to the Holy
Ghost?" In another letter the request la expreaed that the matter be
briefly explalned In one of our perlodleal■•
We undentand that In the new, revised Catechism the question
and the an■wer wW be amended; but the matter is neverthel•
Important enough for us to consider it here In a few simple paragrapba.
The question "How are these divine Person■ distlnguiahed from each
other?" properly and primarily call■ for the distinguJshing divine
Internal worb (open ad t11tn&), which indeed ore correctly stated In
the Catechi■m an■wer (tint part, before the daah). No doubt thla WU
consldered to be the complete an■wer to the question, for not only WU
a duh placed after lt, but a1■o Scripture-proof was supplied only for
the open1 ad mtn: genmatton and aptnttcm. Unfortunately, however
(perhap■ u a sort of afterthought), a1■o the opera. ad eztnl or the divine
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atema1 worb (c:rcaflon, nclampflon, acmcffticc&flon) wera added, though
they were separated from the opm cad lntn& by • duh. The aclditlon
cannot be condemned u fundamentalb' wrong, becaUR, after all, the
question u stated ln the Catechlsm Ill broad enough to Include both
the Dpffll cad tntn& and the open& cad e:nns, the former cllatlngu1ab1ng
the three Persona In a proper, the latter ID a more general way.
Scripture lblelf dlatlngulllhes the cllvlne external works by appropriating
creation to the Father, redemption to the Son, and 11811Ctlftcation to the
Holy Ghost. Nevertheless the supplement is eonf,utng, inumuch u it
obscures the fundamental distinction between the cllvlne Internal and
the cllvlne external works. To clarify the supplement, Scripture-proof
ahould have been appended; for whatever is Christian doctrine must
be proved to be such from God's Word.
The fact that ln the divine Internal works we have 1'ea1 diffinc:Ci01U,
caused by their very nature, requires no further proof. Generation
lB the work of the Father, while spiration that of the Father and the
Son, DB the given Scripture-pusnges clearly ahow. However, In the
cllvine external works (e.g., creation, sanctification, Inspiration, etc.)
we do not have real distinctions, since these are "eoncurrent acts of the
three Persons In the Trinity." (Cf. A. L. Graebner, Outlines of Doctriul
Theology, § 53.) The so-called opus mb:tu m (Christ's redeeming work)
lB a doctrinal unicum, since the Son, while nceomplishing it alone (Eph.
2:13; Col. 1:20; 1 John 1:7; etc.) , was not without the Father and the
Holy Ghost In performing it. In other words, Christ wu sent and sustained by the Father (John 3:16; Matt. 26:38ff.) and anointed with the
Holy Ghost to aceomplish His work (Ps.45: 7; Heb.1:9; Acta 10:38). The
fact of the opus 1nb:tum, however, does not abrogate the rule that the
divine external works nre undivided (Operaind
eadt ztTO.
ivia11 aun ), the
three Persons of the Trinity eoncurring In them. (Cf. C11mtian Dog111atica, p. 152 f.; 156 f.; Cl1riatHc1&c Doamatik, I, p. 514 ff.) Since the
divine omnipotent action is numerically one (u n11 n ume1'0 tipoten 11), It
lB the totus D eus
, or the Triune God, who created lite world, redeemed
fallen mankind, and sanctifies the elect (Gen, 1: 1, 2; 2 Cor. 5: 18 ff.; 1 Pet.
1:3, 4; J er.31: 18; P s.51:5; Ezek.36:22ff.; 2 Cor.4:6; etc.). The clear
and unmistakable Scripture doctrine therefore is: OpcTO. e.:r:ten111
n.
tribua
per1onia commu i11 aunt Just because there is only one God, we owe
all that we are and have to this one God, in the realms both of nature
and of grnce. Del
ni
(C,-ecitio
eztemG.)
t
es 11ctio
unttri
However, just as Scripture ucribes the opl!7'11 ad e.2:tT11 to the one
God, so also it 11ppropriatea them to the individual persons in the one
undivided Godhead, as our Catechism In the appendix to Question 106
correctly states. This it does from the viewpoint of the th,-ee P ersona,
the distinction making for greater clearness and emphasis of both the
cllvine persons and their works. Thus the Father is represented In
a spccla1 sense u the C,-e11tor (First Article of the Creed). In Heb.1: 1, 2
Scripture, for example, tells us that God made the worlds by His Son.
So also in PB. 33: 8, where it 1B said that the heavens were made by the
Word (the "Personal Word," the Logos) of the Lewd. In 1 'Cor. 8:8
St. Paul writes that to Christians there is but one God, the Fathet', of
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toflom ATe caU thine,•. In a slmller manner the Son la repreHn'"lll ID
• special RDN U the .Redeemer of fallen mankind (Second Article af
the Creed). The puaages In which redemption la ucrlbed to the Saa
ere more numerous than those In which creation la uc:ribed to tbe
Father and, besides, much clearer (John 1:H; 1 Tim.2:5,8; Gal.S:13;
4:4,5; etc.). Lutly, In a apec:1al sense the Holy Ghost In Scripture Ill aid
to be the S11nctljier (Third Article of the Creed). It la the Holy Spirit

who reproves the world of sin, riahteouanea, and judgment (Jobn18:1),
IUldes men Into a1J truth (v.13), glorifies Christ (v.14), leads idnnen
to be God'• ■on■ (Rom. 8: H), bear■ wltnea that belleven are God's
chlldren (v.18), and la Blm■elf "the Spirit of adoption" (the Holy Spirit
through whom our adoption u God'• chlldren ls ■ecured), throuRh wham
we cry, "Abbe, Father" (v.15).
Nevertbelea, while Scripture thua appropriates the divine esternal
work■ to the three penona of the Holy Trinity In thla lndlvldualizml
way, It at the ume time repN!Rnt■ the■e work■ as belng thoN of the
totu Deus, and thla In ■o ab■olute a manner that It ascribe■ c:n11doll
In a apeclal ■eme also to the Son (John 1:1 ff.; 1 Cor. 8:8: "cme Loni
Jen.a Christ, bv ,ahom are all tJ&ings"), redempt
i
on to the Father and
the Holy Gho■t (2 Cor.5:18ff.; I■.81:1, 2; ete., slnee the Redeemer WU
■ent and ■ustalned by the Father and wu anointed and equipped for BIi
office with the Holy Ghost), and n11ctificaffon to the Father and the
Son (1 Thea. 2:12, 13; 2 Tbeu. 2:13-17; 1 Cor. 1:2, 28-30; etc.). '!'be
divine external work■ are thua ascribed to Individual person• In the
Holy Trinity u well as to the totu• Deus, ■o that they appear In Scrlptunt
both u appropriated work■ (opffll CIJJP1"0Pri4tiva) and joint works
(GPffll eommunla). The explanation of thla seemingly contradictory
modus loquendl ls to be found In the fact that the one true God (uu
numero essentla) ls the Father, Son, and Holy Ghost, ■o that tho divine
external operation (un11 11umero potentla) can be ascribed either
eaenUalJy to the Triune God or penonally to Individual penon■ In the
Trinity. Dr. Pieper c:a11■ attention to the fact thnt this is not a dlltributlon ("Venellung") of the divine external work■ among the three
Penon■, u errorist■ have charged, but rather an attribution (attributlo)
or an appropriation (approprlaffo), u the orthodox tenchen of the
Church have alway■ expreued them■elves. (Cf. Christliche DogmaffJc,
I, p. 514£.)
Heinrich Schmid quotes Gerhard on thla point ns follow■: "But
that one true God la Father, Son, and Holy Ghost; therefore In Scriptunt
the work of creation ls ucribed to the Father and to the Son and to
the Holy Ghost. Of the Father It la afllnned In 1 Cor. 8: 8; of the Son
In John 1:3; Col. 1:18; of the Holy Ghost In Job 28:13; 33:4; PII. llM:30.
We conclude therefore that creation ls an undivided act of the one and
true God alone, namely, of Father, Son, and Holy Ghost." To thll
Dr. Scbmld add■: "If nevertbelea creation In a special sense ls called the
work cul eztna of God the Father, tbl■ la done only by way of appropri■•
tlon." Hollu la quoted on the matter thua: ''In Holy Scripture and the
Apostles' Creed the work of creation ls ucribecl In a peculiar manner
to God the Father: a) becauae of the order of worklnR, since what the
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l'ather bu of BimNlf to do and to create the Son of God and the Holy
Ghost have of the Father; b) '&ecauae In the work of creation God the
Father, by Bia most eflicadoua word of rommand manifested Bia own
omnipotence, Gen.1:3; c) creation la the flnt dlvhle work ad eztn& and
therefore by appropriation la aflirmed of the Flnt Penon of the Godhead." (Cf. Doctrinal Theolog11; tr. by Hay and Jacobs, p. 182.)
To the objection that by such appropriation of the divine extemal
works to individual persons In the Trinity confusion may be eaUled
among ■lmple Christians we may reply that the dlfftculty involved in
thl■ matter la not a whit greater than that which inheres in the doctrine
of the Trinity it■elf. A■ little as we can understand God'■ divine belnc,,
IO little al■o can we understand Bia 100Tb. Luther therefore aptly
■uae■t■ that, lf the doctrine should be too cliflicult ("aeharf") for ■lmple
Chri■tlan■, they ■hould adhere to their ■lmple faith that God: Father,
Son, and Holy Gho■t, ls one God. (Cf. Chriatlic:he DogmaffJc, 1: 516;
St.Loul■ F.cl., m:1923.) Luther, however, add■ that, since all doors are
open to the devil to lend astray whom he desires, it ls pro&table and
nece■sary that aome, laymen no les■ than ■cholara, but e■peelally
pa■tora, preachers, and teachers, should leam to meditate and ■peak
clearly ("deutach reden") on ■uch neee■sary articles of our faith. (ChriatHche DogmaffJc, I: 513; St. Loula F.cl., m: 188' ff.) In hla excellent expo■l
tlon of 2 Sam. 23:1-7, in which Luther treata the doctrine of the Trinity
at great length, he point■ out that, as Scripture a■c:ribe■ certain works
to individual persons In the Godhead, ao al■o certain Hhutn&tiou. The
Holy Gho■t, for example, is distinguished by the symbol of a dove,
which ls never applied to the Father or to the Son; the Father, by the
voic:e fTom heaven; the Son, by the fonn. of a HTVant. A■ Luther u.ys,
Scripture, ■peaking In these terms, means to impress upon us the real
di■tlnctlon between the three Persons in the Godhead, just as do the
open& ad intnl (generation and splratlon), and, in a speclal sense, al■o
the appropriated open1 ad utn&. (We cordially recommend for conference study Luther's excellent Aualegung deT letzten WoTte Davida,
2 Sam. 23:1-7; St.Louis F.cl., m:1185ff.)
IDustrntlons of the Holy Trinity taken from the realm of human
life and experience are of course altogether inadequate; nevertheless,
when we attribute to the one mind of man the threefold function of
thlnklng, willing, and feeling and ascribe to the intellect the act of,
let us say, memorizing, though in memorizing al■o willing and feeling
come into play and thus the whole mind of man, we have a faint reflection
of what lt means to ascribe the act of creation personally to the Father
(or to the Son or the Holy Ghost) or essentially to the totua Dnia. Beeauae
the living God ls the great One in Three, we c:an say: God created; God
redeemed; God sanctl&es; and: The Father created; the Son redeemed;
the Holy Gho■t sancti&es. Tho■e who shrink from teaching such an
appropriation of the divine works must In the end al■o shrink from
teaching the very doctrine of the Holy Trinity it■elf, of which this l■
only a part.
We suggest, not that the matter be omitted from our Catec:hl■m,
but that it be presented under a new question, at least in a Cateehl■m
which la intended for advanced Bible students.
J. T m lllvrm
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Where Shall We Stand?
In the September, 19'0, number of the Ktrc:hHc:he Zduc:hrift Dr. John
C. Mattes of Wartburg Seminary, Dubuque, Iowa, publlahes • amrd7
esay having the heading "Where do We Stand?" The 1ut aec:tlon of it
apeab of the future and is pven the subheading "Where aball WII
stand?" Since what is stated there is always timely, we reprint thll
lutaection:
The Church is at the crossroads in her inner relatlonahlps. Shall
we present a united front to the world? Shall she know of only one
doctrine, and aha1l she prosorve the integrity of the Word'l There ll no
quostlon about the answer here. Neither la there any question about
the fac:t that unnecessary divlalona are not only a ain against the unity
of the Church of the Word but that they are nlso one way in whlc:h
men make themselves guilty of the sins of obstructing the work of
the Church.
Where does the guilt rest, and who is responsible? We answer all
those who have lost the vision of the Una. Samcta. and who place ADY
human relationship above their fidelity to the Word and its integrity.
It rests on the shoulders of those who are encased in the sec:tarianllm
of the Pharlac:e and on the shoulde rs of those who are dissolved Into
the aec:tarianlam of Liberalism. PracUcally the latter are the greatest
offenders, and it is they who are the great obstructionists today. When
men prefer the company of errorlsts to that of the fnithlul, they have
lost their sense of the value of their birthright .
Here it is that we challenge all the Lutherans of America. Do you
or do you not want to realize the unity of the Church and QIS1ll'O her
a united front in the battle against the powers of darkness and error?
If you believe in the Holy and Apostolic Church, then you pastors mun
be the leaders who hold themselves clear of all officinl associations with
error in the field of religion and keep themselves free from all entangling alliances with worldly associations tl1at teach religious erron.
Unless that is the ease, the finest professions are not worth the paper
they are written on. Mark you this: the chief obstructionists are the
1e>-c:alled "liberals," and those who are doing the most to destroy the
unity of the Church are the unionists. On such the guilt for the ain
of division must lie.
We are standing at the erossrondsl There la only one duty for the
Church. If she la to be faithlul to her mission, if sh e is to do the work
of the Lord effectually, if she is to preserve the integrity of God's Word,
if she is to guide the world on the right road, she must not be divided
against herself, she dare not dissipate her energies, she must think and
move and live u the UNI Sanc:ta.
A.

An Interesting Reference to Luther on Galatians
In J'ohn Wesley's Joumal we read: "William Holland tells how be
went round to Charles Wesley's with Martin Luther'• Commentary on
the Eplatle to the Galatians. 'I earried it round to Charles Wesley, who
wu a1ck at Mr. Bray's, u a very preeioua treuure that I bad found,
and we three at down together, Mr.Charles Wesley reading the Preface
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aloud. At the worda "What, have we, then. notb1na to doT No; nothlntl
but only accept Him who of God Ill made unto us Wladom and IUghteouaDelS and Sanctlflcation and Redemption," there came auch a power over
me u I cannot well deseribe; my great burden fell oft In an lnatant; my
heart wu ao 8lled with peace and love that I bunt Into tean. I almost
thoucht I AW our Savior. My companions, ll!t!lng me so affected, fell
on their knea and prayed. When I afterwarda went Into the street,
I could acarcely feel the ground I trod upon.' " Ia It 111Uprlslng that on
May 23, 1738, only two days after this experience, Charles Wesley should
write this hymn?
Oh, bow ahall I the eoc,dn- tell, ,
Father, which Thou to me hut showedt
That I, a child of wrath and hell,
I should be called a c:hlld of God,
Should know, lhould feel, zny aim forgiven,
Bleat with the anteput of heaven.

The Riches of Hu Grace, by John Schmidt, p. 30

Abaddon - Apollyon
In Rev. 9: 11 we find the peculiar term 'AfJa66ti>v, which is translated by another unusunl term, at least aa far aa the New Testament
is concerned. The passage reads: •Exoucnv in' au1:ciiv PacnUa
'EfJoatcnl.
,:ov i1yy1'AfJa66ti>v,
),ov
Gvo1,u au,:cr,
xal. iv ,:fi 'E1.1..1JV&Xij
Gvoµa ix1L 'Ano11licov. The word 'Af)a66ti>v is a transliteration of the
word ti"'t:::ltc, The Greek word 'AnoU.ucov is derived from the verb
dnoU,,ico6),lu1u).
(dn
The fundamental meaning of both is "to destroy."
The Hebrew word ti"'!~! is found In Job 26:6; 28:22; Pa. 88:12; Prov.
15:11. In each of these· instances it ls translated in the LXX by the
Greek word d1tci>),E1a, destruction. The Hebrew word ~"'!~~ may be
trnnslatcd by "the place of destruction or the sphere of death." The
Greek word used in the LXX, dnti>>.11a, may be translated destruction.
In Revelation the angel of the abyss is called 'AfJa66cbv or 'AitoU..limv.
A weird comment on thi:J word is found in one of the CopUc Apocrypha,
in the "Book of the Resurrection of Christ," ascribed to Bartholomew, the
Apostle, edited with English translation by E. A. Wallis Budge, M.A.,
Litt. D., Keeper of the El),ptian and Assyrian antiquities in the British
Museum. We read there on pages 179--180 the following words:
"Now, when they crucified the Savior, they laid Him In a tomb, and
He rose from the dead on the third day, and He carried the soul of the
holy man Apa Anania with Him into heaven forthwith, and he ate and
drank with our Savior at the table of His kingdom. And Joseph of
Arimnthea made ready for burlnl the body of the Son of God, and when
large quantities of most precious scents and unguents hnd been poured
out upon it, he laid it in a new sepulcher. Then death came Into
Amente,1> saying, 'Where is this soul which bath come forth from the
body newly? It hath not been brought unto me to Amente. For,
1) Amente, the old Egyptian word "Amentet," which was orig1nally
the great Other World on the left bank of the Nile. Here, however,
It Includes the Other World of Palestine.
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beboJd, I have aouaht for It for two daya, but have not found IL
What, then, Ill the meaning of this mighty and wonderful tblnlT I Jmaw
not, neither do I know what Ill the meaning qf tblll terrible clfllturbma
which taketh pJace thla day. The whole worJd and everytbinl which
Ill therein la In • atate of violent commotion. Never before have I Jmawll
anytblq Uke unto thla.' And Death called bill mlnfllter and aid UD1D
him, 'Let ua go unto every place and aee If we c:an find tblll newly dad
body and thla new 1aul which hath hidden ltleJf; for I know not
whither It hath departed.'
''Then Death came Into the tomb of the Savior, and he found It
lighted up with the light of Ille, and he went Into the back of tbl
tomb, and seated himself there with hla mlnlllten. Now Abbatan.11
who la Death, and Galos and Tryphon and Ophlath and Phthlnon
Sotom!a and Komphlon, who are the l1x 1am of Death, wrlalecl Into
the tomb of the Son of God on their faces In the form of aerpen1I,
wria1lnK In with their great thief In very truth. These robben
evil-doers were lying in wait for the moment wherein the Savior wou1ll
go down Into Aml!Jlte, 10 that they might enter with Him and Jmaw
what It wu that He would do. And the Savior made Himself manlfllt
unto them In the form of a dead body, In the hinder part of the tomb;
He wu lying upon the ground In their mldat,-now It was the aecond
dq that He WU In the heart of the earth,-and there WU a napkin
bound round Hill face and another one bound round Bis head. Gue
thou thyself, 0 my son, at what His eye doth gaze at, how that the
sun doth 1tand ■tlll and doth not rise upon the earth, for He hath
covered Bill face with a napkin.'' lncldentally, does not thll excupt
remind one of the Inferiority of the Apocrypha, even when c:on■fdered
merely from the literary point of view?
IC. G. Ill.

am

am

2) Abbaton, Hebrew: ti"!~!!• Greek tran■llteratlon: 'APa.&DOIY, GrNk
.

truwatlon: 'AmlUvcov.
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